NOTE

Subject: EPA Comments on Basin Electric Power Coop, Leland Olds Power Station ,
Stanton, ND Round 7 Draft Assessment Report

To: File
From: Jana Englander, OSWER, US EPA
Date: January 6, 2011

1. Onp.5, under 1.1 Purpose, in paragraph 1, replace "location is North Carolina" with
"location is North Dakota"

2. The EPA requirement to address the question: “Is any part of the impoundment built
over wet ash, slag, or other unsuitable materials (like TVA)?” does not appear to be
addressed.

State: None

Company: See attached letter dated March 2, 2011









March 2, 2011
Page 3

classification a dam is given a hazard category based on dam height: categories |, II, llI, IV, and
V. Therefore, the reference to the North Dakota Dam Design Handbook should be removed.

As discussed previously, Former Ash Pond 1 has been closed, filled with bottom ash solids, and
clay capped. Itis no longer a dam, no longer holds fluids, and is classified as a permitted
landfill. Therefore, it is the belief of BEPC that this landfill should not be given a dam safety
hazard classification.

Page 9, Section 4.3, Paragraph 2

“There are no structures present between the downstream portion of Ash Pond 2 and the
Missouri River.” This is incorrect; Pond 3 is present between the downstream portion of Ash
Pond 2 and the Missouri River.

Page 9, Section 4.3, Paragraph 4

The hazard classification for Ash Pond 2 references the Federal Guidelines for Dam Safety and
the North Dakota Dam Design Handbook. The hazard classification the structure is classified
as “Significant”. The North Dakota Dam Design Handbook does not classify dams as “Low,
Significant, and High”. It classifies them as “Low, Medium, and High”. For each classification a
dam is given a hazard category based on dam height: categories |, II, IlI, IV, and V. Therefore,
the reference to the North Dakota Dam Design Handbook should be removed.

BEPC believes that Ash Pond 2 should be classified as a “Low” hazard structure. This
reasoning is due to the only failure point between Ash Pond 2 and Pond 3 being the dividing
dike. In the event of a failure of this dike, the water from Ash Pond 2 would merge with the
water from Pond 3. It would be completely contained, and according to the definition of a “Low”
hazard structure, would result in no probable loss of human life and low economic and/or
environmental losses. Losses are principally limited to the owner’s property.

Page 9, Section 4.4, Paragraph 4

The hazard classification for Pond 3 references the Federal Guidelines for Dam Safety and the
North Dakota Dam Design Handbook. The hazard classification the structure is classified as
“Significant”. The North Dakota Dam Design Handbook does not classify dams as “Low,
Significant, and High”. It classifies them as “Low, Medium, and High”. For each classification a
dam is given a hazard category based on dam height: categories |, Il, lll, IV, and V. Therefore,
the reference to the North Dakota Dam Design Handbook should be removed.

Page 11, Section 5.2, Paragraph 1

The recommended “Medium” hazard classification for the CCW impoundments using the North
Dakota State Engineer Dam Design Handbook is believed by BEPC to be incorrect. The
classification based on the North Dakota Dam Design Handbook should be “Low” for Ash Pond
2 and Pond 3, as no loss of life would be expected, and no homes, highways, railroads or public
utilities would be damaged. Former Ash Pond 1 would not require classification, as it is a
landfill.

“Low”, as defined in the Handbook, is as follows: Dams located in rural or agricultural areas
where there is little possibility of future development. Failure of low hazard dams may result in
damage to agricultural land, township and county roads, and farm buildings other than
residences. No loss of life is expected if the dam fails.
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Page 21, Section 12.1, Item 3

The last sentence in the paragraph refers to “the appropriate FERC requirements”. The LOS
CCW facilities described in this report are not associated with a hydroelectric project and
therefore not under FERC jurisdiction.

Page 21, Section 12.2, Paragraph 1
See the previous comments regarding Page 15, Section 7.0.

Page 22, Section 12.3

LOS is currently doing documented visual inspections of each pond. LOS has also developed a
site-specific detailed checklist that is used bi-weekly from approximately April to freeze-up.
After freeze-up, monthly inspections are completed.

LOS is currently considering a dam safety inspection program for more detailed third party
inspections.

If you have any questions or comments, please let me know. | can be reached via email at
mfluharty@bepc.com or by phone at 701-557-5688.

Sincerely,

[k Tl

V.P. Plant Operations

cc: Mark Thompson
Mike Paul
Lyle Witham
Jim Berg

Attachment

Excerpt from Leland Olds Station, Stanton North Dakota, Special Use Disposal Site SP 038,
Renewal Application September 2004
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Leland Olds Station
Stanton North Dakota
Special Use Disposal Site SP 038
Renewal Application
September 2004

Disposal/Permit Area Site Description

The Leland Olds Station is located in Mercer County approximately two miles south and
three miles east of Stanton, North Dakota. The power plant is situated right along the
west side of the Missouri River. All make-up water is obtained from the Missouri river
system in a once-though cooling system.

The Leland Olds Station is comprised of two coal fired steam electric generating units.
Unit 1 is a nominally rated 216-megawatt gross unit and uses a pulverized coal buming
dry-bottom boiler. Unit 2 is a nominally rated 440-megawatt unit and uses a cyclone-
fired wet bottom boifer. Unit 1 was put into service in 1965 and Unit 2 was placed into
service in 1975. Both units bumn lignite from the Freedom Mine located near Beulah,
North Dakota that is operated by Coteau Properties. Subituminous coal from the
Powder River Basin in Wyoming/Montana is also burned at LOS, primarily in Unit 2.
Depending on the sulfur and sodium content of the North Dakota lignite, the percentage
of subituminous coal burned in Unit 2 may range as high as 30-40% as limited bumns.

The disposal setting at the Leland Olds Station plant site has undergone significant
changes in the last decade of operation. Up until the early 1990's, both fly ash and
bottom ash were disposed of east of the plant. Both of the waste streams were sluiced
via four gravity pipelines to a series of holding ponds. Changes were made in the
system to remove the fly ash from the waste stream by abandoning the use of water
powered hydraulic inductors in favor of electric motor driven mechanical exhausters.
The fly ash is then collected in filter receivers and transferred to a storage silo where the
waste is loaded into haul trucks and disposed of in the prelaw mine spoils at the
Glenharold Mine. This disposal area is permitted as special use waste disposal permit
SP-143.

In 1892 plans were made to reclaim the area of fly ash disposal in four stages within
pond 4 and pond 5. These plans were made possible with the planned changes to the
fly ash removal system, which modified the waste steam currently going to pond 1.
Reclamation on these areas was performed from 1992-1996. Drawing 0CY-9522 has
been included to show the four phases of reclamation at the disposal areas. The initial
step in the reclamation process was to consolidate the waste as much as possible within
the pond 4 and pond § areas by removing waste from ponds 1 and 2. The slopes of the
reclaimed area were then designed and constructed to a minimum grade of 3% and a
maximum grade of 15%. The majority of the area has a slope of 3-6 % promoting good
runoff. The cover system consisted of a two foot clay cap with two foot of cover material
for a total depth of four feet. All clay material required for the cap was generated on or
adjacent to the site. Clay that met the specifications for use as a capping material was
found within the east berm of the Special Use Disposal Area and also within the tipple
hill at the Glenharold Mine. Upon completion of construction of the cover system the
area was seeded and muliched following the criteria provided in reclamation plan
contained in Section 9. With closure of pond 4 and the area designated as the Special
Use Disposal Area all bottom ash is now sluiced to Pond 1 and in the future Pond 2.
The Leland Olds Station has reclaimed approximately 115 acres within the SP-038
permit area.
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Revised Final SSA Report for Leland Olds Station
Townsley, Steve

to:

James Kohler, Stephen Hoffman, Jana Englander
07/08/2011 04:49 PM

Cc:

"Brown, Stephen G"

Show Details

History: This message has been replied to.
All,

The revised final report for CLIN 025 Leland Olds Station from Round 7 has been posted on the GEI Sharefile site
in the following location:

Coal Ash Impoundment Assessments/Round 7 Final SSA Reports/CLIN 025 Basin Electric Leland Olds Station Final
SSA Report

We reviewed comments provided and made the appropriate revisions to the report as outlined below.

Basin Electric comment: “The CCW impoundments that are permitted for waste disposal are Former Ash Pond 1,
Ash Pond 2, and Former Ash Ponds 4 and 5. Ash Pond 4 is reclaimed as is the majority of Ash Pond 5. A portion of
Ash Pond 5 in the southeast corner of the permit area has been reserved for future disposal.”

EPA comment: “Why are Ponds 4 and 5 not mentioned in report, were they officially closed?”

GEl Response: Ponds 4 and 5 were not included in the report because the ponds had been dewatered, reclaimed
and seeded at the time of the inspection. Ponds 4 and 5 no longer receive sluiced ash and the ponds are capped.

Basin Electric comment: “Pond 3 is not proposed for ash disposal and should not be referred to as an ash pond. It
holds decant water only, until it is recirculated back to the plant Circulating Water System. BEPC refers to this
pond as just “Pond 3”, and should be referred to as such throughout the report.”

EPA comment: “If solely used as decant, is there storage in that unit of any significant amount? Did this unit need
to be rated?”

GEl Response: At the time of the inspection in September, 2010, GEl understood the scope of work from the EPA
to include decant ponds, and consistent with prior GEI Site Assessment Reports, the pond was included in the

report. Ash Pond 3 or “Pond 3” receives decant water from Ash Pond 2 and likely holds small amounts of ash.

Basin Electric comment: “Correspondence from BEPC to GEI Consultants was not included as an attachment to
this report, and BEPC believes it should be included”

EPA comment: Is this correspondence significant?
GEl Response: Basin Electric had very few documents on-site at the Site Assessment, and the majority of the

design and construction documents used to prepare the report were transmitted after the site assessment by
Basin Electric. Correspondence between GEl and Basin Electric was limited to transmittal of the available design
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and construction documents for the ash ponds. These documents were used to prepare the report. GEl has not
been including the documents used in the Site Assessment Reports in an appendix for any of the previously
submitted Site Assessment Reports, and we do not feel we should change our standard procedure for the Lelands
Olds Report.

Basin Electric comment: “Page 3, Section 2.1, Paragraph 1, The second to last sentence, “The CCW
impoundments... are permitted to store bottom ash” should read “The CCW impoundments... are permitted to
dispose of bottom ash.”

EPA comment: “Please correct report.”

GEI Response: The report has been changed.

Basin Electric comment: “Page 14, Section 6.0, Paragraph 2 Seismic analysis information from a recent project on
the plant site is available and was provided to GEI Consultants with the information submittal letter dated October
1, 2010. “

EPA comment: “This does not correspond to what is written in the report. Please correct.

GEIl Response: The report has been modified to the following: “We are not aware of any seismic analyses that
have been performed on the dams at the LOS. Seismic information, as compiled during design and construction

of the LOS Scrubbers, includes a maximum considered earthquake spectral response acceleration (0.2 second
period) SS=0.063g, maximum considered earthquake spectral response acceleration (1.0 second period)

§,=0.022g, and the plant site has been assigned to Site Class D. “

Please let me know if you have any issues with downloading the reports. We thank you for the opportunity to
work on these projects.

Best regards,
Steve

Steve Townsley, PE
Vice President/Rocky Mountain Engineering Division Manager

GEI Consultants, Inc. [ 4601 DTC BIvd., Suite 900 | Denver, CO 80237

303.264.1014 direct | 303.506.0208 mobile
303.662.0100 main [ 303.662.8757 fax

x|
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CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE The information in this transmittal (including attachments, if any) may be privileged and confidential and is intended only
for the recipient(s) listed above. Any review, use, disclosure, distribution or copying of this transmittal, in any form, is prohibited except by or on behalf of
the intended recipient. If you have received this transmittal in error, please notify me immediately by reply email and destroy all copies of the transmittal.
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